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Lessinger describes the concept of accountability, as aéplicd to educa-

S

tion, as the “siné'qua non for education in the’1970's."l Pfésidgnt Nixon

also endorsed this concept in his 1970 Educational Message., Definitions

~

have been offered by Lessinger,3_}opez,4 Garvue,5 Lieberman,6 and Bowers.,

The increased awareness of this concept within the overall society and

-

within the educational enterprise in articular has been brought,to the edu-

1 - . . . -
cator's front door as a result of the public's demand to hold schglis (more
specifically educators) accountable for the results (student achievemenq) with

the money they spend.g Barro identified four "current thoughts and actions"

which resulted from this public pressure:

.

1) The new, federally stimuiated emphasis on evalation of
school systems and their programs;

o

?) The growing tendency to look at ‘educational enterprises
in terms of cost-effectiveness; ‘ .

3). Increasing concentration on cducation for the disadvan-
taged as a priority even for the schools; '

‘4) The mgvement to make school systems more directly respon-
sive to their clicntele and communities, either by estab- "
1ishing decentralized community control or by introducing
co sumer choice through a voucher system.9

Qhroughout the educationalprofegsion a debate rages over the definitions,

. organization structures, and the degrce of reliability measurements used to

-

gain accountability, Yet, educators agree that some form of "accountability"
is necessary if fundiug is going to be continued, at lcast, at the preseant ,

ﬁ:vel. Darland argued that before cducators, as a praiéssion, can be held

“accountable, they must coutrol access to the ficld.lo "The eventual acceptance

and institutionalizaticen of accotmtability depends on this. Lessinpor, how-

b

2 ) . . - . R i - . .
ever, took Ishue uith this view. He desceribed cduecators s being "poorly
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that of "equating the educational process WIth the type of englneellng process

NS ). ’ .

-

prepared to argue the just cldlms of profus slonaligm.‘. . (because) we have

rééistqd the « « » ultimate test -of prefcssional compctence:‘ proof of results

= .
L1

o o .profcssionhlism. . .goes hand in hand with accountabillty. - <1
Most educators support the c0ncept of accouutablllty, yet, some have
voiced 0pposition.to the analogy which appears to be. inherent in the conccpt,
ghat applies to industrial production."lé Dy%? m§inﬁa1ned that thé output
of the eqbcationalrprocess, tlie s%udent, was never a finigﬁfd_pquuct,la -
whereas Lessingex de?eloped an entire s§stem aﬁd structure‘fﬁs?q én Yeduca~
tional engineering.” . ,M . : .
Educatiar&englneering, as defined.by Lessinggr, refers to a; interd15c1~
plinary field, whose goal is the'operatibn of the education enterprise in &
efficient and effective mannél. This could be dccompll shed through the ‘useof

.

instructional technology togLLher with systems analysis, management by ob~

.

jectives, contract cnglneering, logistics, quality assurance, value engi-

-

neering, and human factor engileering, etc. ° )
[ . -

Less1nger attempted to Jugtlfy the use of the endnneerlngwindu trial

g e e es, T b

princxplc in education by statzng that,

‘s

- -

7, . .while Lhe teaching~learning’ cnvilcnmunt diffclb from
the world of business and industry, some rationalization of

_ the two sub-cultures may be beneficial. A major ObJLCLiVE R
“of educational engineeving may very well be to arm cduca~
" tional practitioners with both the technological computence
of esscutial engincering vcnvrdll“atzons, strategles, and
tools and the profvssionﬂl ‘practice of a successful instructor
or edu satipnal manager. From this point of view, cducational
engineering can be a symbiotic art - a marriage of humanism
and technology.“la '

By its very nature, accountability de ends on maxisun productivity
and efficisncy, in both the cducational and ceonomic genses within vhich
o . «»’H . . :
the effvctiveness of the educational Jallaye (lupat) wis identitfied as a pra-

mary factor in attainiag the tainug stodopt achiocrersnt Cautpoel ).




- +
- Like Le slnger s perfoxmance .contracting, cost-effectiveness is one process

. for which accountability is thc product., Lcssingcr.focUscd on “results ob~
- tained for resources used. 15 Whlle C’arvue,l6 !Sarro,x7 Lieberman,l8 and
Duncan focused on the effective use of rcsources, Barro a]one made direct

19
reference to cost—effcctiveness by °§ating that "the' growing tendency [is]

ez e

‘w.. to look at educational enterprises in terms of cost-cffectiveness." 20 ‘a‘5,

Deterline perceived or viewed accouncability in eduéation as eventually being

- - “
.

”implémented on an efficient, cost-effectiveness basis. . .".21 S

L

%

The end result of using cost;effectiveness, PPBS, systems anal&sis‘ and

+

= e

.

-

! the like, is the accumulation of documented data on actual levels of pro-

| ductivity, efficlency and effective use of resources (the educational dolfar).
~The literature describes several programs and/or organization structures

used to achieve accountability. Lessinger offered an "cducational cnginecring

program and structure.22 Dyer devcloped charachristics of an educational

&

. accounting system based on his "pupi1~chan°e model.”, . This theory is based
. 23

on the notion of a School as a social system that effects changes. of various

kinds in both the children who pass through it and in the professional pex—

sonnel responsible for maintalning the school. The school as a 'social system

L

becomes an educational system when its cOnstituents~~pupils, teadhars, princi-

- «
- -

pa1~~work toward some clearly defined pupil pcrformance obgectivcs. .The theory

identifies four groups of varisbles which must be recognized and measured if .

one is to develup acceptable criteria of staff accountability: _input, educa-~
[ tional procoss, surrounding conditions, and output.
The vouchcx systen advocated by L{oberman and Bowers cuphasizes consumey

choice. By increasing consumer choice 1n cducation, a measuce of compctitiou

anoang scheols will be introduced which presumably will lead to increased

.

effoestivencas,
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b Finally, Kaufman offered his Educational Process Model. "fhis model
has been called.a 'System Approach’ to Education, representing a closed-loop,
self-correcting~proccss for proceeding from idcntified needs to predlctable

outcomes." The model consists of six sequential steps: -~

1) identify problem (based on documented need)

>

ad

4 2) determine solution requirements and solution altecrnatives .
3) select strategies and tools (from among the altematives)

‘) implement
\ .
5) determine performance effectivenecss .

: 6) revise as required,

The concept of 9ccountability has generated many currently unresolved

philosophical and methodological controversies. McComas belief that “achieve-

B

: ] nent of the learnex should be the focal poinL of analysis aund evaluation 26 , i

seems to characterize the essence of the 11Lerature on aCLounLaulllcy. The
. major problem seems to be the/identificatiou of measurcment tools that provide

the necessary "consistency of fiudings, validity and replication." 27 Barro '

encouraged the use of multiple regression analys;s, with "result-oriented | \
. . . ‘ '3
data and reason-orlented data“zs which would identify and assign a value to
-~ +

B effectxveness indlcators. Yet, Lopez maiutained that measurement development

thus far, has not met even minimum standards of relisbility and relevaucy. 29

s

Ia light of the above nentioued‘problcms, atallozzi30 and Hildavsky31

e

believed that only cobservable and measurcablc phenomenon should be tested by

using stapdardized tests and 51gn1f1canL norns respectively. (This is fine,

{f onre assuues thath " a11 human experience is open to such pecsurencent).

.

In.closing,thCountnbllity has potential”nncs that have been dmplied

di this paper and semn of which were {dentified hy Durstine and biffO-




"Comparisons among the neasures for various parts of the system

, . « .Projections into the future. . . Allocation of resources. . .

. Management control, . .and Policy level decisions to name a few." 32
‘ ‘ ' [Durstine]

|

! .t "Identification of effective schools. . .Personnel assignment

I ‘ and selection. . .Personnel incentives and compensation: . . .

3 Inproved resource allocation. . .and Program evaluation and research."33
i [Barro]

v

k | One should mention that there have been attempts to establish account-
: ability systems. ‘The Florida34 and the Texarkana studies dramatically reveal

i , the compléiicy of problems with which accountability is faced, and which it will
g: . A T “,

' .continue to face until such time as the philosophical and meéhodologicallprob- ,J .

lems are resdived.
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